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out creating aa additional flnanclal com
mitment on the Federal Government of 
the type now utilized) for Interstate con
struction, t 

Under this provlsl^o. the Secretary of 
Transportation auiy,i at tbe request of 
any State, designate lany primary high
way which Is a logliia addition or con
nection to the mteistote System as a 
future part of that kystem. This could 
be done, however, ctaly if the affected 
State or states prmfajsed to bring this 
highway up to ii teistate standards 
within 12 years. I 

In order to preven t confusion or avoid 
misleading road us<rs, there would be 
no reference to the 1 i^way as a part of 
the Intentate SysUbi, including signs, 
until it is actually constructed to totcr-
state standards. I 

This secion xesiJon Bs to the requesta of 
many communities] throughout the 
United States for assUtance in obtaining 
interstate connections with other parts 
of the country. 

The provision wbliih evolved from the 
conference, while ncp as strong as the 
origtaial Senate bill [language, will en
able the citizens of ccbununlties not now 
served by the interstate system to effec
tively petition their State govemmento 
GO that the economic beneflta irtilcb fol
low from location oi or near the faiter-
state syston will be jkrt of their future. 
The language of the bill Is based on tbe 
record developed at fa karings by the Com
mittee on Public W< tks in Carson City 
and Ely, Nev., in Rosr ̂ l , K. Mex., and in 
Washington, Ji.C. Tb»e are at least five 
major ihtetstate conn Actions which could 
be designated under this provision. These 
connections are essential to the people of 
the areas Involved. Tbere la the UJS. 219 
route fton Buffalo, NiY., to Bluefleld. W. 
Va., covering New 'Sbrk, Pennsylvania, 
Maryland, and West Virginia; the route 
finm Aunista, Ga., t< Tallahassee, Fla.; 
and the route from B bnlngluun, Ala., to 
Memphis, Tenn, tbrcbigb northern Mis
sissippi; the route 1-7 t̂ from the Nevada-
Utah border to San Prandsco and UJS. 
70 from Amatillo, T^ . , to Las Cruces, 
N. Mex., which wouj 1 serve one of. the 
great anas of potentUa growth and de
vdopment m eastern and south central 
New Mexico. -

Tbe adoption of thi k provision and tbe 
completion of tbe iiberstete system in 
the latter part of this decade will enable 
the people of these areas to achieve 
parity with tbose wtu are and will be 
served by the present 42,500 mile Inter
state system. 

Another provision with potentially 
widespread impact 1: that authorizbig 
the designation of economic groxrth cen
ter highways. Tbis Kction sOIows the 
Secretary of T^anspr Matton to provide 
additional financial Assistance for the 
construction of prinu ty highways lead
ing to cities he d e d a ^ to be economic 
growth centers. 

An authorization <̂  $50 million for 
each of the fiscal ye us 1972 and 1973 
would te available tb supplement the 
Federal share of eUglt [e projecte irtih an 
additional 20 percent pt tbe cost, except 

that the Federal sliaie would In no case 
be more than 95 percen;. 

This provision is pa temed after and 
based on the same phili sopby behind de
velopment highways < }nstructed under 
tbe Appalachian Begl oal Development 
Act and authority for: egional transpor
tation Planning hi tit s V of the Public 
Works and Economic Tevelopment Act, 
as amended In 1969. 

It was my pleasure o chab: the hear-
bigs which developed tbe 1960 amend-
mente to the Public W< rks and Economic 
Development Act. It vas during those 
beartaigs that I becoi e convinced that 
there was a need foi a developmental 
highway itrogram to demonstrate the 
positive force in econ mile development 
which highways are. rhe .experimental 
program contained In this bill will un
doubtedly be helpful h bringing a better 
standard of living to r iral America. Tbis 
program should provi( e a better under
standing ot the direc i relationship be-. 
tween proper economic growth and rural 
devdopment and high my location. 

Highways are genei dly recognized as 
a centzal f actor in the seonomic devetop-
ment of a region, and . modem tilghway 
system is fdt to be e: lentlal to any re
gion which is attempt hg to strengthen 
ite economic base. Th i provision of the 
bill would be an Impo tant aid to many 
communities and woi d essentially ex
pand what we bdleve to be a valid and 
proven program now o >erating in a lim
ited number of States. 

Mr. President, these ure but two of the 
important provisions o ! the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1970, but they are of 
great concem and Im ortance to many 
people and conununitii i. 

I hope the Senate \ lU keep them In 
mind as ve act affirma ively on this con
ference report. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Jffr. President, I 
move adwtlon of the donference report. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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m . RANDOLPH. Mr. President. I sub
mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of tbe Sen
ate to the bill (HJl. 19877) authorizing 
the construction, rtsialr. and preserva
tion of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent for the 
present canstderatlon of the report. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER (Mr. 
.(AuunTON). IB there objection to the 
present consideration of tbe reports 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro
ceedings of December 17, 1970. pages 
H11967-H11973, CoNcasssiOHAL RxcoBO.) 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, con
ferees of the Senate and HOuse met De
cember 16, to consider differences in HJl. 
10877, tbe rivers and harbors omnibus 
bin of 1970. The session was one of cor

diality. The two committees have always 
been able to compose differences in a 
sphrlt of cooperation and accommoda
tion. I feel tbat we have brought back a 
sound and useful measure which retains 
most of the items and provisions In
cluded in tbe version passed by the Sen
ate. 

Basically, this measure Is composed of 
projecta which have the approvals of the 
Chief of Engineers, the Secretary of the 
Army, the Governors of the ofl̂ ected 
States, the concerned Federal agencies, 
and tbe Office of Management and 
Budget. In a few instances the Office 
of Management and Budget has not 
completed ite review of the proj
ect proposals. Therefore, the con
ferees have included language at ap. 
propriate tdaces hi the bill providing that 
construction shall not be ioittated until 
such review has been completed and tbe 
project baa been approved by the Presi
dent. I stress this pobit because both 
committees realized the Importance of 
thorough review of all tbe measures con
tained In tbe bill, especially by the Ofllee 
of Management and Budget. However, In 
the consideration of this type of Iq^la-. 
tion there are always a few projecte in 
transtt awaiting Budget review when tbe 
committees conclude action thereon. As 
a consequence, action on a relatively few 
projecta would be delayed 2 years until 
conslderaUon of the next omnibus au
thorization bin. Inasmuch as these proj
ecte provide much needed flood relief and 
expedlente to correct serious deficiencies 
in the Nation's harbors and navigation 
channels, the conference committee has 
Included these worthy projecta In the 
bill, with safeguards, of course, that fuU 
review win be made by tbe OfBce of Man
agement and Budget. 

The version that passed the Senate 
contained attthorizatlon for a number of 
navigation and fiood control lirojecto 
costing less than $10 million. Those proj
ecte were not hi the bill as it Mme to the 
Senate, and tbe House Public Works 
committee subsequently approved them 
under the provisions of section 201 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1965. In view of 
this action, the Senate conferees receded 
and agreed to their deletion in tbe con
ference. On December 17, 1970, the 
Senate Public Works Committee, in 
executive session, on tbe motion of the 
able Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BoGOB), adopted resolutions approving 
these projecta under tbe provisions of 
section 205. 

The Members ot this body should 
know, therefore, that the projecte cost
ing less than $10 million which were 
contatoed in the bill as it passed tbe 
Senate are now authorized and eligible 
for constniction by tbe Chief of En
gineers, subject to the avaflablUty of 
funds. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent tbat the designations of tbe projects, 
together with other pertinent details, be 
printed at this point In the BECOHD. 

There befaig no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed In the RscoRO, 
as follows: 
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H.Jt. 19S77~Siver and harbor bill, total of 

bill a* agreed to <n eon/eranos 
EMvMted 

Federai 
Ksrlgatlon: eo*t 

Pleasant Bay, MOas 410,321,000 
BaltlmoM Barbor, Md 40,000,000 
Atlantic Interaoastal Water

way, VB. «nd N.C II, 220,000 
Manteo (ShaUowbay) Bay, 

N.C 10.760,000 
Pamlloo Biver, K.C a, 642. 000 
Port Sutton Barbor... Ualntonsnce 
TamiMt Bubor, Tia, . 40,000,000 
IVeeport Hftrbor, Itox 13,710,000 
COM Bay, Oreg 0,100,000 
NawlUwlll Barbae, Hawaii i, 952,000 
New Tork Harbor Drift 16,227,000 
Ouachita and Block nivars, 

Ark. and Î a 13,600; 000 

Subtotal , 169,341,000 
B«aeb erosion: Udo 'Say, I ta— 240,000 

Total title I 160,681.000 

Flood control: 
Arcadia Beservatlon. Okla 24,900, OOO 
Arkansas-Red Chloride . 
AvoyeUes Parishes, I« 15,333,000 
Blue River, Kan*, and Mo— 40,000,000 
Oahe Dam and Beaervolr, 

N. Dak 792.000 
WIM Rice River, Minn 8,359,000 
Sheyenne Blrer, N. Dak . 20,000,000 
Sourla River. S. Dak 29,240,000 
GoletO. Calif 13,830.000 
Sabine River, Tex 40,000,000 
Davenport, Iowa 12,363,000 
MIU creek, Ohio 32,642,000 
Bed Run Drain, Mich 40,000,000 
EUlcott Cieek, N.T 19,070,000 
Portugues Dam, PJt. 11.110,000 
Cerrtlloa Dam. PJt 10,351,000 
Ponce. PH 14,296.000 
Cottonwood Creek, Oaitf 40,000,000 
Merced County streams, CaU

fomia - 37,260,000 
Kaneohe-Kallua Area, BawaU. 7,240,000 

Total (20) 433, 634,000 

Orand total (33) 893,215,000 
Projecta In Senate version of the, river and 

harbor bitt appraiied for oonrtrudHMtS by 
adopfiOKfe 0/ oommittee rsMtwttott* on De
cember it^i itfO, under ttit prooMons o/ 
section a0;f of the Flood Control A^ of 
ISBS 

Eitimated 
Federal 

Navigation: Cost 
BlMk EUver Harbor, Alcona 

County, Mich. (H. Doo. 01-
3S1) $484,000 

Calcasieu Biver, DevlU Zlbow, 
La. (Doo. 01-) - 3,700,000 

Central and southern. Florida, 
small boat navigation <H. Doc. 
01-304) -— 5,554,000 

Corpus Christi Beach, Tex. (H. 
Doc. 91-415) 525,000 

Delaware Bay-Chesapeake Bay 
waterway. Delaware, Mary
land and Virginia 6,887.000 

East River, New Tork (S. Doo, 
91-60) 3,330,000 

Edgartown Harbor, Mass. (S. 
DOC. 91-108) 1; 755. 000 

Frenebboro HOrbor, Maine (& 
Doc. 91-33) ^ 560,000 

Oeneva-on-tbe-Lake, Ohio (& 
Doc. 91-402) 605,000 

Humboldt Harbor. Alaska (H. 
Doc. 91-303) 3,300,000 

Lee County, na . (H. Doe. 91-
305) . 608,000 

Ludington Harbor, MIob. (R. 
DOO, 01-343) 1.080.000 

Mobile Harbor, Alabama (H. 
Doc. 91-838)*. 

New Jersey coastal Inlete and 
beaches (H, Doo. 91-180): 

Qreat Egg Harbor' Inlet 
and Peck Beach 

Corson Inlet and Ludlam 
Beach -

Townsend Inlet and Seven 
MUe Beach 

Ottawa River Harbor, Mloh. 
and Ohio, (H. Doo. 91-396).., 

Bevere and Nantaaket Beaches, 
Mass. (H. Doc. 01-311) 

South Shore ot Lake Ontario 
(H. Doc. 01-319) Dr. Niagara 
State Park, N.Y 

Waukegan Harbor, nunots... 

Eitlnuiteit 
Federal 

Oo$t 

«7.284, OOO 

4,350,000 

3,010,000 

3,490,000 

848,000 

9.300,000 

1,300,000 
1.197,000 

Total 51,41S,0d0 

Flood control: 
Fort Chartres and other drain

age dlstncte. nunols (H. Doc. 
91-412) 3,310,000 

Marlon, Kana. (& Doo. 01-
356) 3,146,000 

Placer Creek, WaUace, Idaho 
(H. Doc. 01-357) 1,510,000 

Posten Bayou, Arkansas (H. 
Doo. 01-318) 1,379,000 

Beedy River, QreenvlUe, S.O. 
(H. Doo. 01-356) 1.600,000 

Running Water Draw, Plata-
view, Tex. (H..Doe. 91-102). 3,300,000 

San Luis Bay River, California 
(H. Doc. 01-106) 7,900.000 

Seajaquada Creek and tributa
ries, N.T 1.030,000 

Steele Bayou Basta, Mississippi 
(8. Doc. 91-74) 3.070,000 

Streams m vicinity ot Palr&eid, 
Calif. (H. Doo. 01-150) 3,740,000 

Wenstohee, Wash., (H. Doo. 
91-370) 8,400,000 

Western Tennessee tributaries, 
Tennessee (H. Doc. 01-414).. 1,024,000 

Zlntal canyon, vicinity ot Ken
newlek, Wash. (H. Doo. 91-
416) . 1,860.000 

Total 39,968.000 

Grand total 01,384,000 
'Approved by tbe Committee on Public 

Works, 1TJ9. Senate, on July 16,1970. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, an 

Item of importance In the report agreed 
to In conference deals with tbe matter 
of construction of spoil disposal facilities 
in tbe Great Lakes in order in eliminate 
pollution associated with open-water 
disposal in contaminated dredged sPoU. 
The provision is similar to one proposed 
by the administration earlier this year. 
The main difference is in the area of cost 
sharing. 

Your conferees are aware of opposition 
expressed by some Members of the Sen
ate to this provision and thorough con
sideration was given to their views. How
ever, the situation with respect to tbe 
Great Lakes is critical and the hour is 
late. Action is required now It we are 
to save these valuable resouroes and per
mit the uninterrupted flow of commerce 
on Qiese waterways. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from West Virghiia yield? 

Mr. MANSFZSLD. Mr, President, the 
Senator is over his time now.'I would 
ask unanbnous consent that he may pro
ceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDINO OFITCER (Mr. 
CsikNSTON). Without objection, it Is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BAEEEt Mr. President, while I 
am not a conferee, I am a member on the ' 
Air and Water Pollution Subcommittee 
and I would like to put this question 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee: 
'Section 23 of the conference agree

ment was not In the Senate bill. I t pro
vides for construction of dredge spoil 
disposal areas In order to provide alter
natives to the dumping of spoil in the 
Great Lakes. 

E^ller this year the Congress ap
proved legislation which prohibited such 
dumping by the corps in violation of 
water quality standards and required li
censed dumpers to obtain a certtScata 
of water quaUtsr compUance from the 
affected State. 

Does this provision IQ any way alter 
that statute? Is dumping of ^o i l In 
violation of standards by either a pubUc 
or private agency still prohibited? In 
other words does tbis section vitiate or 
Implement section 21 of the Water Qual
ity Improvement Act? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. yCt. President, I soy* 
to my able colleague that the confer
ence report language clearly states that 
spoil disposal activities must comply with 
section 21 of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act. This Is set forth on 
pages 8 and 25 of tbe conference report. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank my chairman, 
the manager of the bill, for the Informa
tion. I thhik i t is a good bill. I fully hi-
tend to support the conference report. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President. I 
thank the Senator. Some of the Senate 

. conferees felt that the House provision 
was more ocoqptable with respect to cost 
sharing than the administration pro
posal and, accordingly, receded from Ita 
disagreement to tbis item. 

Mr. President, for .the purpose of clari
fication, Z draw attention to tbe section 
in the bill which amends existing beach 
erosion control authority to permit, 
within tbe discretion of the Cbiet of. 
Engineers, application of a cost api>or- ' 

- tionment procedure that is similar to the 
one applied to hurricane flood protection 
projects. Tbe language Included In the 
conference report peimita a desirable 
flexlbilitar bi the statutory cost wpor-
tionment lequired for beaxAi erosion 
beneflte. In addition it permits a discre
tionary determination of the proper Fed
eral shore of the project cost up to 70 
percent of tbe total cost, exclusive (rf 
land costs, In all hurricane and tidal 
flood protection projects having con
comitant beach enhancement ospecta 
However, existing hutricone flood con-
tntfl policy, as derived fnxn the 1958 
Flood Control Act, provides for cost 
sharing on the basis of 70 percent fM-
eral and 30 percent non-Federal, the 
local share including the cost of land, 
easementa, and righta-of-way. Cleanly, 
the language contained in tbe biu relat
ing to cost sharing on combination beacb 
erosion control-hurricane flood control 
projects has no application to the gen
eral humcane flood control project pro
gram developed as a result of tbe pro-
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visions contahied In the nood Control 
Act of 1958. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
on HJl . 19877 Is a good measure. I t has 
been well thought out and the projecta 
were carefully analyzed. I urge tbe Sen
ate to adopt the conference report. 

Mr. COOPER, Mr. President,^ will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH, I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, under the 

leadership of the Senator from West Vbr-
gbiia (Mr. RumoifH), the conference 
committee on the omnibus Rivers and 
Harbors and Flood Control Acta of 1970 
produced a bill which hicludes several 
new provisions and a number of projecta 
that are very bnportant. 

I did not sign the conference report, 
because I wanted to point out in the 
RECORO that, despite the efforta of the 
Senator from West Virgbda, we were 
faced, certainly this time, with a list of 
projecta which have not been approved In 
the proper way. 

We found ourselves in the conference 
faced with many projecta. Including some 
very large ones, which have not been ap
proved by the Bureau of the Budget, and 
which In some cases have not even been 
approved by the Secretary of the Army. 
As I said, I did not sign the report be
cause I wanted to bring this fact out. 

I will submit for the RECORO a state
ment calling, attention to this problem 
and some of tbe difficulties I And In the 
bUl. 

The PKESinmO OFFICER. Without 
objection, it Is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. COOPER. I beUeve that if not cor

rected and guarded against, this situa
tion could expand. Any Member coiild get 
a project authorized, even thougai the 
proper procedure has not beta followed. 
Tbe Senator from West Vhgbiia and I 
have discussisd this matter, and recognize 
the importance of following proper and 
improved proc«Hlures. 

'EXHIBIT 1 y 

S T A n U B K T OF S^MATOB J O H K SBSBMAM 
O o o m 

Z wUh to opreaa my reservations with 
Tospeet to the Oonf eienee Report on the Om
nibus Rivers and Harbors, and Flood Control 
Aot of 1070. I was a Conferee on behalf of 
the Senate committee on Public Works. I did 
not stgn toe Conference Beport. 

I believe, this legislation authotlzae too 
many projects costing too much money on 
the basis of too lltUe Infoarmatlon. This la 
a time when many Americans have raised 
questions of national priorities; I beUeve 
more caiefUl study should have been given 
to autoorteatlott of several of toe proposals 
in thU bUl. 

The dollar flgurei to the bUI may be mis-
oonstnied. Several large projects contain au-
toorlzatlona Umlted to 840,000,000. When toa 
fuU cost of the projects approved In Section* 
101 and 201 la calculated, this bUl carries 
a ccet to toe Federal Oovernment of nearly 
*l.4 billion. It should be noted that toe 
Senate bUl came to the floor earlier this 
monto wlto a Federal cost less tota half 
tbat large. • 

THe ubl t ia iy HO.000,000 limit originated 
In the Bouse .bin. The Hbuae used this ap
proach. It may be said, to give Congress 
greater control to review the project* In the 
future. But It Is unrealistic to think the 
Congreas would seriously reconsider authori

zation ot a balf-buUt dam or half-dredged 
harbor. 

If we wish to use a parttal-authorlzatlon 
procedure for review—and not slovly to hold 
down the apparent coat of the omnlbua 
bill—I would suggest that we seek a proce
dure for review after pre-conatnictlon plan
ning. The Congress then could authorl» toe 
sum needed for'the next stag«, such aa Ini
tiation of oonstnictlon. A review process 
could be used. Also to assess the merits and 
costa tovolved to each component of a multi-
component ppojeot If such a review found 
toe balance of a project uneconomic or un
necessary, a single dam or channel would 
at least exist to serve a uaef ul public purpose. 

some project^ of oourae, could never be 
bunt to oomponent parts. In such cases, I 
believe It meanin^ess to authorize less than 
the fuU sum needed to complete the project. 

I t waa my toought, shared by several Con
ferees, that a more effective method for 
limiting the blU's total Federal coat would 
have been eUmlnatlon of any projeet not 
yet sent forward to the Congreas by toe Office 
of Management and Budget. 

Over a thfrd of the projects In this legu-
latlon lack review and approval by tbe Office' 
of Management and Budget. Some have not 
yet reacbtd toe stage of cleanmea by tbe 
Secretary of the Army. Y»t tbe twelve proj
ects laeUng clearance by eltoer or both the 
Army and OMB Involve a coat to toe tax
payers presently estimated at 8626,646,000. 

This OMB review process, X should add, la 
not a technlcaUty. The letter from toe OMB 
Is a most helt)!ful document for IdenUfylng 
the merits, benefit*, and any potential diffi
culty Involved in a project. It often Identi
fies problems wlto apeelflc benefit or cost 
calculations made by toe Chief of Snglneeie. 
Such ealeulatlona can be vital in considera
tion of a project wlto a beneflt-cost rauo of 
1J or 1J to I . 

More Important, however, toe Issuance ot 
the letter by the Office of Management and 
Budget la coincident with the release of let
ters of comment and revliew from other agen
cies, and accompanies submission to toe 
Congress of the Report of toe Chief of En-
gtoeers and toe Secretary of the Army. 

These letters and reports are toe only basis 
on which an effective hearing can be held, in 
order to give all toterested parties aa oppor
tunity to express their view* on a projeet. 

Nona of the twelve projects laekUig OMB 
clearance haa been the subject of public 
hearings by the Senate. No record of any 
House hearing tha t may have been held haa 
been published. 

To give some penpectlve on this problem 
of authortzaUon without study, I would like 
to discuss a project for construction of two 
dama In- the Cottonwood 'Creek basin In 
northern California. This project, with a Fed-
eral cost of 9174,000,000 Is pending approval 
by the Secretary of the Army. 

I BhoiUd hasten to say that my argument 
should not be considered as against the 
merit* of toU project. Construction of toeie 
dams may be most necessary and meritor
ious. They will prevent flooding, and supply 
water for Irrigation, and for the needs of toe 
Los Angeles area 600 miles dlstaat. 

The problem la tha t toe necenary Infor
mation for toe Ccogreis to properly evalu
ate toe project Is not at hand. Tbe only to-
formatlon officially presented to the Senate 
Committee on Public Worka conalste ct a 
brief environmental statement prepared by 
toe Corpa of Engineera. m this case, how
ever, I requested and was furnished a copy 
of an Interim survey prepared by toe Dis
trict Engineer. 

These studlea show toat toe Cottonwood 
CreA project wUI flood 20,000 acrea to pro
vide protection and enhancement for 20,000 
acies, mostly agricultural and pasture land. 
The projeet wlU enable I9/)00 acres of toat 
land to be brought under Irrlgattoo. 

While toe District Engtoeer'S stody oco-
oentratea attention on the disputed reereo-
tlimal beneflte of the project, and toe need 
for flood control a t Cottonwood, California, 
a town of 1,650 population, the project car
ries heavy' beneflte for induBtrial and mu
nicipal water supply. Those •8^00,000 to 
anual water supply beneflte, I should potot 
out, represent two-tolrd* of toe project's 
total annual beneflte. 

While the study implies that the water la 
needed locaUy, paragraph 7S on page 40 of 
the District Engineer^ Interim Survey states 
that toe water wlU go to Lee Angeles. 

spedflcally, toe aimual beneflt of (B,400,-
OOO for water supply over toe project's life la 
baaed on selUng 236,000 acre-feet of water 
yearly to Los Angeles—beglnidng to 1989— 
at a price that returns 650 an acre-foot for 
the project. 

What may be slgmflcant la that a fuU 
return win not take effect on these water 
supply beneflte unUI at.least 1989. Wlto slg
niflcant beneflte so far to the future, I see 
no reason for authorisation now, before toe 
Congress has an opportunity to receive, un
der toe regular procedurea, the completed 
factual report of toe Chief of Eagliuera, to-
getoer wlto the commentt of the Secretary 
of toa Army and the OMB. 

Othsr questions with respect to this proj
ect appear to be unresolved. The water to be 
extracted for sale to Loa Angelea nearly two 
decades henoe represanU half toe annual 
runoff of toe Cottonwood Creek baato, Thus, 
a reduction will occur In the volume of water 
flowing from Cottonwood Creek to the San 
Joaquin-Sacramento River Delte and Into 
San Francisco Bay. 

In a letter commenting on toe Cotten-
wood Creek project, the Department of In
terior states: "Maintaining water quality at 
levela ipeclfled to Federal-Gtete water qual
ity standards wlU be dependent In part on 
toe malntonanca ot an adequate outflow 
from the Delta. Stoce thU project MU re
duce that flow. It may contribute te a viola
tion of toe standard." 

Information such a« this statement, has 
not beea avallaUe for a sufficient period to 
foster a proper evaluation by the public. 
Conservation groups have gone on record 
to say they do not object to this project If 
the stored water Is used to Increase Delta 
outflows. Thla projeet sharply reduces Delta 
outflows. 

I t may also be slgniflcant that the projeet 
wiu be built In an area that la characterized 
a* poascMlng slgniflcant beauty. The Corpa 
of Jlnglneeis environmental stetoment gives 
\btB description of the araa: "Tlie basin has 
a wide range of topographic, vegetative, and 
wUdllfe resources. . . , The unspoiled natoral 
resources of the area have hlg^ aesthetic 
value -and together with the pleasant cli
mate, contribute to making the entire upper 
Sacramento Valley an important natural 
resouree . . ." The area also has a "large and 
varied wUdlife population." . . . "Important 
prehistoric and historic (archeologlcal) sites 
are known within Cottonwood Creek bssm." 
At least 23 dgnlfleant aieheologlcal sites wlU 
be flooded. 

The Fish and WUdllfe Service says the 
project WlU advenely affect boto fresh water 
and anadnmotia fisheries. The California 
Fish and Game Department saya toat the 
lands protected from flooding and develop
ment a n some of the State's moat valutole 
bird nesting areaa. Yet toe project canlea 
$4S0.00O m annual beneflte for "flsb and 
Wildlife enhanaement." 

The project' Itste $316,000 in anntial recre
ational beneflte. Aoeoidtog to toe Bureau ot 
OuWoor Recreation: "This project would 
compete with use of otoer nearby recrea
tional areaa. aad because toe Bedding-Red 
Bluff area ha* a large concentration of water-
oriented lecreatlon opportunity, additional 
reservobr-assodated recreation use to the 
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Cottonwood Creek a n a does not have a high the Water Besources CouncU task force'* rec- tion, pursuant to a Presidential message on 
priority ta the California statewide eompn- ommendaUons on multl-objectlves approach Qreat Lakes pollution, which would have au-
taanslve ouMoor recreation plan." to planning vrhlch set forto to some detail thorized a dike construction program tor tba 

As I stated earlier, I am seeking to no way the manner to which the basic objectlvea Qreat LSkea. The Admlnlstratlon'a bUl pro-
to pass my own Judgment on the merite of cited would be evaluated. In view of toe Im- vlded for 60-A> cost sharing—an arrangement 
the Cottonwood creek project. I take it as an portance of the objectives and the long comparable to toat tor Federal giaste for 
example ot the several projecte to this bUl range ImpUcaUon of their use ta futun n - construction of municipal watte trefttcoent 
on which limited Information has been offl- source development, we strongly recommend facilities. The need for toese dikes 1* pri-
clally provided to the Congress. toat Congress delete this provision until toe martly for poUutlon abatement and not for 

Nearly halt of the total Federal cost of toe Executive Branch agencies have had aa op- navigation, 
projecte autoorlzed by tola bUI ropresente portunlty to complete toelr nvlew and make \7e recommend that the Administration's 
projecte on which we a n almllarly lacking appropriate recommendstlona. proposal be substituted by toe conferees fpr 
in Information. I ask unanimous consent Troacviawsa PBOJSCTB the provision to the House version, 
h^**.,! JlL'J?«^!,f"5,f 1 ? i ^ ? .°n*!J t*5Sf ̂ rfH^ Tho »>"» provides for toe authorizatloa of ' Beaeh Sroilcn Control Poliott-Tht House 
M ^ S . ^ . ^ S ^ ! ? n H f ^ J ; « 2 2 J S f l ^ n m « numbK oSr projecte on which tbe Executive version includes a provision toat would au-
J l . ? ^ ^ ^ * S 2 L - ^ f T ^ ^ , T J S ^ £ Branch ha* aubiiltted views aad recranmen- thorlze the Corps of Engineer* to pay up to 
f ^ L P S ^ v t i ^ ^ ^ t f̂ -̂  , ^ n i , « i ^ ^ V ™S datlons. However, the biU would also author- 70 percent (exclusive of land coste) of coste 
U f i ^ J ? ^ ^ condualon of my ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ projecte not yet nvlewed by of beach erosion control projecta. Although 

^ ««,rfrtn„. Ir. B«.M„„ m «r. rtMHit «>• ExBCUtlve Brauch. The House version ot the Intent ot this provision ts not clear. It U 
T * ^ rt?iSlS2?«d rtiSSSS^, 2 L ? ^ J S i the bin Includes 10 projecte toat have not assumed that It would amend existing beach 
i t ^ J L ^ S ^ J ^ l ^ S S ^ . J l ^ ^ , S ^ n J ttten formally submitted to toe Congress by erosion control authority to pemUt aPpUca-
S ^ f . 2 ^ ; ! ^ ! ^ ^ i f ^ ^ ^ advance ^^^ secretary of the Anny, and doe* not give tion of a cost apportionment proceduro that 

S * J H ™ 150 ™I«,S«. t h . B.rr«t.™ nr the • « « * *o the reservations expressed by toe Is genoraUy slmuar to that now appUed to 
A ^ ^ t a « ^ m ^ ! S S ^ J ^ L l ^ ^ S T ^ i S m ^ Executive Branch on a number-of projecte hurricane flood protection projecte. The 
2 f S S i ^ , i f ^ i X J ? t i S ^ ? ^ i w . iS i ?«« " ^ other proposau that were reviewed. The Corps 1* now autoortzed to pay up to 70 per-
2 S S S S n ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ J i J ^ i J S ^ n J t i ^ i S S Senate bill l iSudes 8 unrevlewed projecta ccat of the cost for hurricane protection 
in f ^ ^ J ? 2 ^ ^ u ? J ? i ^ ^ i ™ i f l ^ we strongly recommend that toose proj- whUe Federtf pariiclpatloa In beacb erosion 
i d i i t S T 2 , d S J i u ^ S™n S . . S ^ f ccto pendtal review to toe Executive Branch control varies from zero to 70 percent of the 
S i t i , ^ «Ureddves given toe Corps of ^ aJ^teSfrom toe bUl or if such projecte cost depending upon non-Federal ownership 

Bmrun^ 911 MtahiuhM .nottxir nnnitina " » Included toat the provision contained ta and public acceis to the beaches; The House 
of ̂ u ^ 2 M < ^ ^ ^ ? h B ^ ? S ^ H « ^ ^ 3 d the senate version making construction con- provision would be both Inequitable and un-
o i ^ ^ ^ S S ^ ^f t S / S S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ tlngeat upon approval by toe Secretary of desh»ble since It would slngto out one type 
S l S r ^ S X S L T J ^ L ^ ^ ^ ^ ' S l t h ^ A n n y ^ toS President be adopted. We of Federal water resource project tor unique 
^i^SI: T ? l V ^ ^ t l ° ! ^ ^ ? S ^ r T support too language to the S«i*te version cost allocation and apportionment proce-
r K l t h ™ t S ^ « " "*' * " ' ' " * ' ' ^ ^ ' w S S T g l ^ S S r t to Nseac" r ^ a u o n . on dure*, i t would to effect eliminate the pria-
" ^ ^ ^ i ^ t e ^ i a t t e . oa Public work, certata proj«:te, a . aot«l «x,ve. | ^ " ' h S S S S j fl^ , S ? { [ , n ^ L i " ^ 
la tend. to hold heariags aad discussions oa COST SBABNO ccH.a*u.T S r ^ ^ p i X ^ W ? e ^ 5 S S ^ ^ W e S S S 
Ite procedures for evaluatlag Corps of Eagl- Boto bUls toClude provisions toat- would f,™, the bUl "*•>'"-"=«• ™ ao «»>« 
neers' projecte some time early In 1971. I decrease kical cost-sharing requiremente la ' 
kaow all toe Committee memben share my water resource developmente. Tbe Admto- OTBEX KSW AvrHoanixs 
hope that toese hearings wm enable ua to istratlon beUeves toat non-Poderal Intereste There are a number of other provisions 
estabush a more effective procedure for should be given more control over program* ^ ,̂̂ ^ would authorize the Corps to uadertake 
haadUag Corps of Englaeers projecte, so tbat beneflt locaUties. At the same time, local certata acUritles that have not been evalu-
tbat we can avoid tola last minute rush. Our interesta should assume more responslbiUty ^ ^ ^ ^ Q ^ reviewed wlthto toe Executive 
Conunltte* caa go far oa Ite own to Improve for toe coste of toose projecta App(>ropriate Branch. On the surface, some of these Items 
handling of rivers and harbon aad flood coat Shartag provides toe stroagest tost of j ^ ^o^ appear to be toe responalbUltv of toe 
control projects. ^ the value ot toese Unds of projects—the F tden l tamiyera aad are prorided mainly to 

Our dlsttagulshed Chairman (Mr. Ban- wUIlngaeas ot the immediate benefldariea to ^u^ve certata geographic areas of flnandal 
dolph) has beea a leader to the Committee pay. responslbuitles; We believe that authorlza-
l a attempting to nsdve these questions. Xecreatfcmaf Boat Harbor*—The bill pro- tloa of tooe activities Sbould be deferred 
I do not make my argument to derogate toe vides that toe operation and maintenance pending review In accordance wlto standard 
work of eltoer toe House or Senate Ocanmlt- of recreational boat harbors Is a FedenI pn>eedures. 
tee to Public Works; but I do beUeve we i«sponsiblUty. This run* counter to one of . ^ , beUeve that toe adopUon of toese rec-
should help estabUsh proper standards, and the prealdent'* 1071 program reforms, which ommendatlOTSwould contribute ™ S y t o 
stick wlto toem. calls for local sponsora of toese projecta to SSund TOter?«oWde" ImmJnt S d wSuId 

I ask that a letter from the Office of Man- assume toe coste of matotenance and opera- y^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ discuss them further If vou wish, 
agement and Budget oa too subject of Corps tion. This program reform would make Fed- sincereiv 
of Engineen' projecte be printed a t tola eral participation In recreational boating ^ ^ ^ ^ c « p « w w m n » . r » . 
p o t a t t o t o e B c w i consistent Wlto other Federal water resource ' ' ^ ^ S ^ ^ S ^ - n , 

M*l i««tar»niu.™-» recreational development. More local par- nejnrty Director. 
x^m tptwf wiiuwa.j ^ tidpation la also accessary smce this pro- iriMpiiroMd project* 
o m c E o r MSNAoncEHT AHD BOBCBI, cram beaeflte a small orivUe«ed eroup of 

Wa.W»^<m,n.(7, December 16, f»70. S r p o i , 5 S " a l a ^ ^ c g e o l ^ p U o ^ i ^ . "^^^^J^fl^'lJIZ'ZS..'^ 
^ a ^ JBfHWca BAMDOU-H, we SoStlnue to u r i e t h a t the Preddenfa ™ « S K M T A » T OFTHB *I» .T 
Chttlmum, CommUtee on FubHo Works. OS. prenam reform be adopted. EUlcott Creek, New York 819,070,000 

Senate, W«« senate OJ^ce SuWdtag, " otked Svoa Dfvosoi Areos-Tho Houie Merced Streams, COllfomla 37,260,000 
WasMngtm. D.O. veraon woSd autoorize wnsteuSim I f Cottonwood Creek, caUIomla„ 174,000,000 

DEM MO. C H a « « « : We would like to S V l ^ w S « for too^ls^SSl «tf?onutS NawiUwm Harbor, Hawaii 1.962.000 
state fw toe consideration <tf the ocmfenace S S S S ^ i l S ^ to>mhS^a^Trtgw Mississippi River, Iowa. 12,263,000 
= S S i * ^ J S * « « ' ^ f » i ' ° - * j 2 ' S « . ^ ««» chaiSiSf L o c a l T n S S ^ w T u l d b e l i : Ouachita, Arkansas and Lonl-
certata provision* i n t h e House and senate quired to furmsh toe necessary lands, ease- • ' •= • 13.600,000 
and harbore and flood control authorizatloa construction, ^^eratlon, i n d mamtinance of. ^ t a l - 238.046,000 
^ ^ „ „ _ _ _ .._ .__ „ , , ^ the fadUty. and contribute 25 perceat of tba _ _ „ _ = , . = 

KuuTirhz osjccnvs PLANmno constrUctloa coste for toe dike*. The 36 per- i «u«c r s LACKDIO o m c i or 
Boto bills include a statement regarding cent participation m toe construction coste IEAHACEUXNT AKO auaeBt 

the Intent of the Congress that the objec- by local tatereste could be waived by toe CMKsmxsATioii 
tlvaa of enhandng regional economic de- Secretary of the Army, upon a finding by toe Baltimore. Harbor. Maryland... 99 300,000 
velopment, environmental quaUty, toe weU Admlalatrator of toe Eavlronmentel Protfo- Atlantlo Intercoastal Waterway ' 
being of people, aad the national economic Uon Agency that toe State or States Involved, Bridges Virglato and Morto 
development are objectives to be Included to or aa appropriate political subdivision of the CaroUna _ _ _ 11 330 000 
the evaluation of beneflte and coste tor water state, or an industrial ooncem. Is parUdpat- Pieeport, T * " " — " I I _ la' 7ip! 000 
resource projecta Tbe only difference to' the ing in an approved plan for toe general geo- pamUoo Biver, Horto CaroUniL. a' 642! 06o 
House aad tbe Seaate veislon* ts wbetoer gnvhle area of the dredglag activity for Kaneohe-Kauua, HawoU. 7 349 000 
the provldOB Is appUcable to an Federal eonstruetloa, modification, expansion, or re- Arkansas-Red River Badn, Tex-
agencles or only to the Cbnis of Bngtaeers. nabllltatlon ot waste treatment faemtle*. and ^g, Oklahoma, and Kansas . . . 333 180.000 

We believe that endorsement of these is making progress satuactmy to toa Ad- " ' " 
watdr resource planning objectlvea by the rdnlstrator of BPA. 887,501,000 
Congress 1* pronature at this time. TTia Ex- Last AprU, propoaed legislation waa sub- — ^ _ — 
ecutlva Branch has not completed review of mitted to the Congress by the Admlnlstn- Total . . . . . 635,648.000 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. .President, I urge my 

colleagues to approve the conference re
port on tbe Rivers and Harbors and 
Flood Control Acta of 1970. The bill au
thorizes many water resource improve-
mofita that will bring widespread bene
flts to present and future generations, 
includbig two flood control projecta in 
Kansas. 

One of these projecte, the channel im
provementa and system of four multi
purpose reservoirs to be constructed in 
the Blue River Bashi. requires speciflc 
comment. During the bearings on the 
Blue River project, questions were raised 
on the advisabUltar of constructbig the 
Tomahawk Creek Reservoir. However, 
the Congress baa decided that the corps 
should proceed with necessary precon-
strucUon planning, while at the same 
time insuring that all feasible alterna
tives to construction of tbe Tomahawk 
Creek Beservoh have been carefully con
sidered. 

ConslderaUon of this conference re
port provides an opportunity to again 
emphasize my interest in reviewing the 
questions raised in the section of the Sen
ate report on tbis biU, Senate Report No. 
91-1422, entttied "impact of Water Re
source Development on tbe Environ
ment." The enormous body of complex 
rules, regulations, and guidelbies which 
govern the procedures Iv which a water 
project is authorized and public moneys 
are appropriated for ita construction, 
make it difficult for the Congress to in-
teUigently perform ite constitutional re-
sponslbiUties. 

Furthermore, the public must paxtt-
clpate at-all stages of the planning and 
development of proposed water projecte 
in a meaningful way. Too often, inter
ested parties understand littie about the 
comidez procedures and as a result, are 
at a distinct disadvantage in making 
their voices heard. With the bicreased 
interest in the environment.- tbe public 
.can play a positive role if we establish 
procedures tbat WiU protect thefa- rlghta. 

i n addition, I have serious doubta 
about tbe long-range advisability of in
cluding projecte in .autborizfaig legisla
tion that have not received the approval 
of the Secretary of the Army and tbe 
President. Tbis practice unfairly height
ens pubUc anticipation and relinquishes 
to tbe executive branch the ultimate de
cision OS to whether the project should 
be approved. This problem is partiaUy 
a^result of tbe fact that Congress con
siders water projecta on a biennial basis. 
The oversight hearings to be held by the 
Senate PubUc Works Committee next 
year will provide an opportunity to ex
plore possible alternatives to the present 
congressional authorization process. 

Mr. YARBOROUOH. Mr. President, 
the Omnibus Rivers and Harbors and 
Flood Control Act wMch the Senate and 
House have agreed to representa Con
gress continued commitment to progress 
for America. Included In this blU are a 
wide variety of flood control, naviga
tion, beach erodon, and water develop
ment projects, which are located in 21 
States. Of parUcuJar signiflcance are sev
eral projecte which will materially bene-. 
a t the people and economy of our State. 

Fta'st, the bill includes an authoriza
tion of 113,710,000 for hnprovhig and en-

largtag the harbor at Freeport. Tex. At 
present, the existhig channels and bas-
his are not adequate to accommodate the 
tbe ever-Increasing traflic of super
tankers and large cargo vesseU. The 
funds tocluded hi this bin are very nec
essary if the Freeport Harbor is to be 
capable of handling the rapidly grow
ing commerce olong the Tpxsa gulf coast. 

Second, the bill authorizes funds for 
tbe construction and operation of a com
prehensive Red mver chloride control 
project. The purpose of this project 
Is to control and ehmhiate the salt 
poUuUon hi the Bed River which Is seri
ously affecting the farms and commu
nities hi Texas and Oklahoma which 
must depend on this river as a source of 
water. I am glad that this important 
work will go forward. 

Ihird. the bill also authorizes the be
ginning of tbe SaUne River Basbi flood 
control project along the Sabine River 
In southeast Texas. At presmt there Is 
no major flood control project in the 
Sabtaie River Basto. As a result, fre
quent flooding has caused a great deal 
of property damage bi this area in the 
last few years. I t is estimated that floods 
along the Sabine River cause on average 
of $5.2 miUion In damages each year. 
This project will not only correct the 
flood problem but also provides a source 
of water for the growing towns and cit
ies hi this area. 

The bill as originally reported by the 
Senate PubUc Works Committee did not 
include- this project, however, the Sen
ate in ita wisdom agreed to my floor 
amendment and restored this important 
project to the bill, nierefore, up to $40 
million Is now authorized to start work 
on tbis project. 

Fourth, z am pleased that the conferees 
agreed to include in the flnal version of 
this bill authority for tbe Chief of En
gineers to construct an elevated road
way to provide an alternate access to tbe 
Wolf Creek Park area in Ochiltree Coun
ty, Tex. I am very glad that the Sen
ate conferees agreed to my argumenta for 
this project and hicluded it in the bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished chairman of tbe 
Senate PubUc Works Committee. Sen
ator RAMOOLFH, and all tbe members for 
theb: efforte on this bill. Congress can 
take pride bi their work. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, when tbe 
Senate considered the Omnibus Rivers 
and Harbors and Flood Control Act of 
1970 on December 0, tbe senior senator 
from Oregon (BSr. HATFIELD) was absent 
from the Senate on otBcial bustoess. He 
had left with me a statement to hidude 
in the RBCOBO of the debate on tbat bill 
wliich reflected bis great concem about 
the Coos Bay, Oreg. navigation project. 

I hiadvertently. mislaid the statement 
so that it was not Included with the regu
lar conslderaUon of that legislation. Now 
with the adoption of the conference re
port as our pendhigbushiess on tbe rivers 
and harbors and flood control legislation, 
I ask unanimous consent tbat ttie state
ment of Senator HATFIELD before tbe 
Committee on Public Works at the time 
of the public hearing on the Coos Bay 
project be hicluded In tbe RECORD at this 
point. He was so interested in seeing that 
the Coos Bay project was authorized that 

he presented testimony during commit
tee hearings urging ito approvaL I am 
happy tbat it was included to tbe Senate 
and House versions of the bBls. 

I also want to place Senator HATFIELD'S 
statement in tbe BECOBO as it bidlcates 
bis deep biterest and advocacy of the 
Coos Bay, Oreg., project. His strong sup
port caused our Public Works Committee 
to support his request. 

There behig no objection, tbe state
ment was ordered to be printed in tbe 
RECORD as follows: 
STATnoarr or HON. U A I K O , HATHELD, A 

VA SBNATOB V o l t TBB BTAt* OF OlCOON 
Mr. Chairman, Included In a j l . 16166 1* a 

harbor Improvement project at Cocs Bay, 
OregOB. I appear hero today to offer my f uU 
support for tols project. 

Tbe city of Coos Bay la located on toe 
Soutoem Oregoa coast. The population of 
CooB Bay is about 16,000 and serve* Coos 
County wlto 66,000 people. 

in the past, Coos Bay has been a lumbertog 
area aad a shlpplag center. I wui not repeat 
here what you on tbl* Committee have heard 
me saying on toe Senate floor ever since I 
have been m toe Senate regarding toe coa-
nectlon between high toterest rates, toe de-
eUne ta new housing starts, and the dow-
down la Oregoa's lumber economy. Cooa Bay 
has suffered, as have otoer Oregoa towns, by 
this decUne. Tbe area Is suffering from eco
nomic doldrums. 

Currently, the existing Federal projeet con
sists of a twta-jetty protected entrance 
ehanael, taterlor chaaaels, anchorage aroaa. 
and turning basins. We all are aware of toe 
growto in vessel size ta recent years. In Cooa 
Bay. exisung channel depths are not ade
quate for modem caigo vessels under fuU 
load. Ia addition, wave conditions In tba 
•ntrane* channel coupled wlto insufficient 
depth* in toe channel often cause veaael 
deuys. 

Mr. Chairman, Coos Bay Is the largest port 
faculty between toe Columbia River, over 
200 miles to toe Norto, and the San Fran-
el*eo Bay, over 4fi0 mUe* to the Souto. As a 
port. It stand* nady te grow, hampered only 
by toe problems set out above. An adequate 
labor force Is available to meet increased 
growto ta port activities. 

A* yoa are aware, toe proposed Improve
ment generaUy conslste of modifying toe ex-
isung project by deepening and widening 
the project channels to provide a 45-foot 
depto m the entrance channel, a 36-foot 
depto ta toe Interior channal, conatructlon 
of on anchorage area 1.000 by 2,000 feet to 
a depto of 35 feet near mile 6, deepemng 
and widentag exlstlag turning basins and 
abandonment ot existing authorized an-
choragea at mUe 3.6 and mile 7. 

The cost of this pzoject Is not great. Figured 
at a 1067 price level. It teteUed •9.300.000, 
with 89,100.000 in Federal funding aad $100.-
000 of non-Federal funds. Inflation wm have 
Increased toese cocte, but this same InflaUoa 
te what la hurting toe economic life ta the 
CoosBf^area. 

m conclusion, Mr. President, I would like 
to say tost I had toe pleasure ot speaking ta 
coo* Bay recently at toe dedication of a 
new downtown mtJL 

AS I cald, the lumber slowdown has hurt 
this a n a greatly and toe people would have 
had cause to complata and grumble. In-
atMd Of this, however, I found complete 
faith la toelr commutaty, as evidenced by 
to* perscmal dedication needed to launch 
such an ambitious undertaking to create a 
downtown mall. 

Thl* harbor Improvement projeet would 
demonstrate that their falto in the futuro 
of Cooa Bay la weU founded. Completloa 
of this wUl give toe local eeoooiny a needed 
shot ta the arm. I hope thl* Ocmmlttee will 
act favorably oa this project. 
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U u t week, when I learned tols heartag 
was scheduled, I talked wlto people in the 
Coo* Bay area. I asked for soma expressions 
ot support aad details at toe effect.of this 
project from them. The most complete state
ment came from William S. Schroeder, Presi. 
dent ot the Cooa Bay Port Commission, i 
would Uke te quote his telegram, and then 
refer to some of the polnte he raises: 

Coos BAT. O a s c April 10,1970. 
SENATOK MAKS O . IUmQ,D, 
t;.S. Senate, Washin^on,i).C. 

DBA« SEMATom HATraLD-. When toe request 
tor an Improved channel was initiated In 
1963, toe 250 vessels using Cooa Bay averaged 
about 460 feet In length and lÔOOO dead
weight ton*. Last year, 1069,460 vessels used 
toe port and averaged over 800 feet in lengto. 
One hundred snd fifty vessels varied between 
13,000 and 38,000 deadweight tohs. The re
mainder, with few exceptloaa. aro from 10,000 
to 13,000 tons. Today we have vesaeU 650 
feet ta leagth 98 feet ta width making regular 
call* at our port. Theae deeper draft veseels 
sufler & financial loss of over S125 per hour 
by the delays incurred ta waiting for high 
tide and the hazards of navigation aro in
creased considerably with all traffic attempt
ing to depart toe port simultaneously. 

The 1963 tonnage of 1J288,634 has Increased ° 
to. in 1009, 3,553,850 tons. This Increase of 
2,264,216 ton* which U almost triple toe 1963 
flgure, has contributed to a moro favorable 
balance ot trade. Cooa Bay m 1968 exported 
to foreign countries 2,739,250 tons of lum
ber, logs, plywood, and wood chips. Tour at
tention la Invited to toe Corps of Engineers 
projection for the year 2020, which assumed 
that 3,080,000 ton* ot cargo would be handled 
through toe port of Coos Bay. Actually this 
flgure was surpassed In 1868. Concelvement of 
such an Increase In the export trade was not 
possible ta the mld-ioeo's. Our tacroased 
tonnage has aU been ta the foreign market. 

We request our present channel entraace be 
deepeaed from 40 feet at the entrance to 45 
feet and the inner channel tram 30 feet te 36 
feet. The upper half of the channel to be 
widened from 300 feet to 400 feet. Since the 
docks are concentrated In the upper bay there 
1* Uttle need to widen the lower bay part 
of toe channel. 

The Corp* of Engtaeen have found a, 
favorable cose beneflt ratio of 1.62 to 1 and* 
tols without knowledge of 1069 actual ton
nage. We win continue our increase ta this 
foreign trade if our channel can be Improved 
to accommodate the ever larger vcsaels. 

The port of Coo* Bay I* the largest lumber 
shipping port la toe V&. and if our channel 
Is aot Improved we anticipate toat wlttata 
S years we wlU lose one-third of our shipptag. 
This meana that 10,000 persons wm be di
rectly affected. Tbe wage los* wiu be Slji 
mllUon in stevedore wagea a quarter mlUlon 
doUar* each In tug boat and teaauttf 
w a g e a . . . this doe* not include toe flnanclal 
impact upon person* engaged In services. 
one port of Cooa Bay ia an export port, 90 
percent of the forest producte in Coos County 
are ahlpped by water out of the port of Cooa 
Bay ta deep ilraf t vessela. 

Slnceroly, 
WnxiAK S. ScHaoEDxa, 

President, Coot Bay Port Commiation. 
The potate raised la this telegram potat 

out toe urgency of tols matter. The growth 
In vessel size, the Increase ta tiafBo, and the 
growto potential aU can for this projeet te 
be considered now. 

In addition, telegrams ot support were re . 
celved from the Coos Bay Mayor and City 
Manager. Board of CommlssloneTs, Chamber 
of Commerce, and Mayors and City Coundla 
of iforth Bend, Eastslde, and Myrtle Potat. 

I ask permission of the Chairman toat 
theae short telegrams be incorporated as part 
of my atatement. Tbank you. 

Coos BAT, O I S C 
AprU iO. m o . 

SENATOR MASK HATTIZLD, 
Senate Offloe Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dxia SENATOB BAmELo: This Is to express 
support from toe mayor and city council of 
Cooa Bay tor tbe proposed Coos Bay harbor 
Improvementa, Including toe deepening and 
widening the ship* channel turn basin* and 
Improvement of the bar Itaelf. Aa you are 
w«U aware the Coo* Bay area depends to a 
great degree on the lumber Industry for Ite 
Jobs. Since toe port of Cooa Bay Is one of 
toe largest shipping centers at wood prod
ucte in the world you caa appreciate how 
importtat thla port Is to toe economy of 
toe area. With toe trend to larger and larger 
ahlpa It Is Imperative toat tbe bar and chan
nel faculties be Improved to enable these 

' vessels to continue to use the port of Cooa 
Bay. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD A. LEEOOU, 

City llttnager. 

COQUILL, O B E O . , 

April ID. 1970. 
SxNATOB MASK HATTIELD, 

' Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.; 
n Is our undeistandlng that the publlo 

works commission will be boldtag a heartag 
on the proposed Iniprovement of tbe Coo* 
Bay harbor in the very near future. The con
tinued and proiier development aad main
tenance of the Coos Bay Harbor is vitally 
Important ta the.economy of toe entire coun
ty and much ot toe Pacific coast and since 
Cooa Bay Harbor handles more lumber for 
export than other ports la the world we 
feel it Is vltaUy important that toese Im
provementa go forwarcl with toe beit possi
ble haste and receive your fuU support tor 
which we thank you in advance. 

Sincerely. 
C o o s COUNTT BOABD OF. 

COMMISSIONESS. 
FBAHK II. BEMA. 

Chairman. 
WlLLIAV I i . MtLLEB, 
LONNIE VANELSraO. 

April 10.1970. 
MTBLTX Ponrr, Osro., 
H o n . BlASK H A T F I E U I , 

VJ. Senate, Washington, D.G,. 
City of Myrtle Point fuUy supports deep 

channel project for port of Coos Bay. Im
provement needed for shipment of forest 
producte so vital to economy of tols area. 

E B V m B . WlUERGEB. 
Afayor. 

Mr. RAinDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
move adoption of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAKSTON) . The question Is on agreetag 
to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to.^ 
.Ill • C ^ 

ORE>ER OF ^CSmESS 

ThePRESIDIKQ 
to the previous ord^r, 
ognizes tbe Senator 
15 minutes. 

qFPICER. Pursuant 
the Chair rec-

trom Montana for 

AprU 10.1970. 
Cooa BAT, OREO., 
Hon. MASK O . BATFIELO, 
Senate Office BiOlding, Washington, D.O. 

The Coos Bay BEA Chamber of Commeroe 
barUly support your efforte In behalf ot H.B. 
15168, .the Coiqirehenalve Harbor Improve
ment Act. aa being of vital Importence to the 
primary lumber export elt j . Please advise 
how we can be of further help toward passage 
of this bin. 

FEED M . BSENHX. 
ISanager Coos Bay Area Chamber of 

Commerce. 

April 10,1970. 
NOSTRBEMD.OBEO., 
Senator MABK O . HATnEw, 
US. Senate Office Building, Washtngton, D.O. 

The North Bend City Councn wl«he* to go 
on record as supporttag the Coos Bay deep 
cbannel project. 

HABRT M . QRABAU, 
Jifayor. 

AprU I t , 1970. • 
Coos BAT, OHEG.. 
Senator Wax. O. HATFIEUI, 
UJ5. Senate, Washington. D.C. 

We support toa deep channel project for 
the port of Coos Bay. 

l lATOB a n d COUNCSL. 

Bastside, Oreg. 

MESSAGE F R O * THE HOUSE 

fee 

an tounced 
C e 

comprehe isive 
prever ion 

a i d 

A message from 
resentaUves, by Mr. 
reading clerks. 
House had passed 
provide a 
gram for the 
of alcohol abuse 
an amendment, in 
the concurrence of 

Ttie message also 
House had passed 
amend the Public 
order to provide for 
a National HealUi 
omendmenta, in 
concurrence of the 

The message furtlLer 
the 1101180 had passef 
to continue until 
1971, the IntemaUonhl 
Act of 1968, in wblth 
concurrence of the 

ENROLLED £|[LL 3IONED 

The message also 
Speaker bod affixed 
enroned bill CHS.. 11:962) for the relief 
of Maureen OXeary 

House of Rep-
Berry, one of ite 

that tbe 
bill (3. 3835) to 

Federal pro-
and treatment 

alcoholism, with 
[which it requested 

Senate. 
knnounced that tbe 

biU (S. 4106) to 
Health Service Act In 

establishment of 
i lervice COrps, with 

wh 2h it requested the 
I enate. 

announced that 
abUl(HJl.l9S67) 
close of June 30, 
Coffee Agreement 
it requested the 

Senate. 

hnnounced that the 
his signature to tbe 

Phnpare, and It was 
signed by the Acting] President pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEM). 

HOUSE BILL 

Tbe bill (HJl. 195ft7> 
til tbe close of June 
national CoSee 
was read tirtce by 
to the Committee onl 

30 
Agri ement 

M l 

THEPRlSONER$ 
THE PARIS 

Mr, MANSFIELD, 
recent weeks 
are worthy, of our 
eraUon have been 
gulsbed Senator 
JACKSON), advocating 
only through 
Year's season, but 

staten mte 
n ost 
E ode 

fro] I 
tatin; 

chrlsi nas 

REFERRED 

to continue un-
1911, tiie Inter-

Act of 1968. 
titie and referred 

iFtaiance. 

OF WAR AND 
TALKS 

Mr. President, in 
of merit that 

serious consid-
by tbe distin-

Wasblngton (Mr. 
a cease-fire not 

and tbe New 
tArougb Tet as welL 


